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The purpose of this meta analysis were to study 1) Methodological and substantive
characteristics of nursing interventions on psychosocial outcomes of cancer patients; 2) the effect of
nursing interventions such as information support, teaching, counselling, group therapy, and
educative-supportive system on psychosocial outcomes of cancer patients; and 3) the influence of
methodological and substantive characteristics on the effect size. The 42 true and quasi-experimental
studies in Thailand during 1984-2004 were recruited. Studies were analyzed for methodological, and
substantive characteristics. Effect sizes were calculated for each study using the method of Glass,

McGaw, and Smith ( 1981 ). This meta analysis yielded 76 effect sizes.
Results were as follows:

1. The majority of the studies were master's thesis (88.09%); from Mahidol University
(47.61%); from faculty of nursing (66.67%). Most of the study reported conceptual framework
(64.28%); tested hypothesis by t-test (30%); had sample size during 1-30 persons (54.76%); and
owned good quality (52.38%). Most of the instruments were tested for reliability and validity (86.98%).

Group therapy was mostly usea (23.81%); and anxiety was mostly studied (25.49%).

2. Counselling had the most effect (d=3.661), while the educaiive-supportive system had the

least effect on psychosocial outcomes (d=0.683).

3. Information support had the most effect on self-concept adaptation (d=1.936), teaching
had the most effect on depression (d= 2.918), counselling had the most effect on liope (d=11.91),
group therapy had the most effect on hope (d=10.44), information and emotional support had the
most effect on uncertainty (d=4.675), and educative-supportive system had the most effect on we!l-

being (d=1.156).

4. Sample size was the variable that significantly predicted psychosocial effect size at the

level of .05. The predictive power was 15.2 % of the variance.



